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Abstract 
Leadership  is a kind of behavior style that shows priority related to task and duty or people and human  realize the objective The 
aim of this study is to examine how  the level of relations among the paternalistic and servant leadership styles over traditional 
national culture (TNC), organizational commitment (OC) and subordinate response (SR) and how strong the level of relations 
between these two leadership style in terms of the reactions of SR, the impact of the TNC and OC in Turkey or visa versa. We will 
seek to explore the ongoing discussion on servant and paternalistic leadership that affect differently on the dimension of TNC, OC 
and SR. There are important relations between them. To be more meaningful we can rank these relations in itself from the strongest 
or intensive to the weakest relations.  The strongest relations are between the subordinate response and the servant leadership; 
between the traditional national cultural reflection on the leadership and organizational commitment; between the organizational 
commitment and the subordinate response; between the servant leadership style and the paternalistic leadership style. The weakest 
relations are between the traditionsl national culture and paternalistic leadership, servant leadership and subordinate response; 
between the servant leadership and the organizatioanal commitment. 
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1.Introduction. 
     Since 1990, development of leadership theories turned to cultural influences due to the differences in the cultures of 
leadership and their social environment. At the global level, researches can show different aspects of leadership based 
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on the separation of East and West world in particular. This research movement from the perspective of a leader's and 
leadership behavior turned from west to the East (Kutanis and Alpaslan, 2007). Sociality specific to the East have 
mysticism, group motivation, followers reliability, dedication and social value-centered and satisfying (the philosophy 
of hedonism) motivation prominent features of the efficacy and centrality of work (Koopman et al, 1999). Whereas 
servant leadership shows altruistic calling, emotional healing, wisdom, persuasive mapping, and organizational 
stewardship. In the past, most research on leadership styles have focused on the Western context, and have paid less 
attention to leadership styles developed in the Eastern context. The research of paternalistic and servant leadership 
have been become one of the important and central part of the literature on management and organizational behavior 
for several decades (Schwandt and Marquardt, 2000).  
 
2.Literature Review 
2.1. Leadership and Leader 
Leadership is rooted by ethical and moral teaching, leading, motivating the people to achieve the target 
successfully. Burns (1978) characterized leadership inducing followers to act for certain goals that represent the values 
and the motivations for their wants and needs. Nicholls (1987) describes leadership, as vitally concerned with what 
people are thinking and feeling and how they are  linked to the environment, entity and to the job. More recently, Kent 
(2005) attempted to revisit the definition of the processes of leading and managing in a way that enables both the 
separation and distinction of the concepts for study as well as the integration of the concepts for practical application. 
Leadership in this dimesion is an art of directing enthusiasm and confidence to make subordinates tasks (Erdoğan, 
1997), as an ability to guide followers toward shared goals (Bryman, 1992), as a form of influence (Hersey, 1984), as 
a simply something does (Fleishman, 1973), as an instrument of goal achievement (Berson et al, 2006), as a 
relationship to pursue common purpose (Burns 1978), as a follower interaction (Krishnan, 2002). Therefore leadership 
is called strategic factor for sustainable competition (Townsend and Busenitz, 2008). Leadership also represents the 
purposeful process of influencing follower toward goal attainment (Northouse, 2004). Therefore, leadership is very 
core and involves intentional influence (Hesselbein and Goldsmith, 2006). The other important theme in leadership is 
relationships between the leader and followers. Relationship building is the basic nature of leadership. Building 
relationship is fundamental characteristic of leadership that is suitable for monitoring their relation (Fairholm, 2001). 
Bennis (2007) also argued, “leadership is grounded in a relationship. 
     On the other hand leaders engage in a variety of activities and exhibit a variety of behaviors in an effort to motivate 
followers and coordinate their activities in a manner facilitating accomplishment of goals and objectives. The Ohio 
State and Michigan studies were strong representatives of the styles approach. The Ohio State studies (Hemphill and 
Coons, 1957) identified two types of behaviors explaining what leaders do: Leaders provide structure and nurture 
subordinates. At nearly the same time, the Michigan studies (Cartwrite and Zander, 1960; Likert, 1961, 1967) 
identified the behaviors of effective leaders to contain employee-oriented behaviors and production-oriented 
behaviours. Leaders, as the key decision-makers, determine the acquisition, development, and deployment of 
organizational resources (Zhu, et al, 2005).  Zaleznik(1977) views the influence of leaders as altering moods, evoking 
images and expectations, and in establishing specific desires and objectives. Leader is defined as a person bringing 
together members of the group and directs them to the objectives of the group (Erdoğan, 1997). The leader decides the 
objectives, provides tools, establishes communication through the implementation phase (Grint, 2001) and motivator 
(Britt, et al, 2001) and people who do the right thing (Bennis and Nanus (1985).  
2.2.Paternalistic Leadership Style 
PL is originated from Eastern context and is a positive value which is highly accepted by Japanese (Liu, 2013) and 
Chinese employees (Chen et al, 2011). PL also is the prevalent leadership style in the soughtestern countries business 
organizations. Especially Chinese society trust should play a critical role in explaining how paternalistic leaders can 
motivate followers to meet high performance standards (Chen et al, 2011). PL marks the Chinese style of leadership, 
combining strong discipline and authority with fatherly benevolence and moral integrity. Affective trust signifies a 
strong personal bond and felt positive emotions toward the trustee (McAllister, 1995). This is a special relationship 
based on and considers the relationship partner’s genuine care and concern for one’s well-being. (Chen et al, 2011). 
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There are some studies in this area that belong to Silin (1976) and Redding (1990). Westwood (1997) also 
proposed  a model of paternalistic leadership that is manifest in a context characterized by centralization, low 
formalization, harmony building, and personalism via the following nine stylistic elements of paternalistic headship 
(Cheng, 1995a, 1995b) : (1) didactic leadership; (2) non-specific intentions; (3) reputation building; (4) protection of 
dominance ; (5) political manipulation; (6) patronage and nepotism; (7) conflict diffusion; (8) aloofness and social 
distance; and (9) dialogue ideal. Farh and Cheng (2000) reviewed all the research conducted since Silin’s (1976).  PL 
as a style that combines strong discipline and authority with fatherly benevolence and moral integrity couched in a 
personalistic atmosphere. Authoritarianism refers to a leader’s behavior that asserts absolute authority and control over 
subordinates and demands unquestionable obedience from subordinates. Specifically, authoritarian leadership 
behaviors, referred to as li-wei (awe- and fear-inspiring), would induce employee compliance because authoritarianism 
is part of the Confucian value system that “higher ups govern, lower ranks obey” (Beamer, 1998).  
2.3. Servant Leadership Style 
Servant leadership is an emerging approach to leadership and service (Spears, 1996). Also SL is attracting 
audience throughout a wide variety of organizations today. This growing interest is fueled by changes taking place in 
the workplace and in the society at large. Though SL has been written and practiced by several in the past few years 
that it has not been studied in a systematic manner (Laub, 1999). SL promotes the valuing and development of people, 
the building of community, the practice of authenticity, the providing of leadership. SL also share power and status for 
the common good of each individual and the total organization which those served by the organization. Greenleaf 
(1977) originally simply defined servant leadership as where the great leader is seen as servant first. Refining 
Greenleaf’s vision, Spears (1996:33) characterized servant leadership as one which is based on teamwork and 
community; one which seeks to involve others in decision making; one which is strongly based in ethical and caring 
behavior; and one which is enhancing the growth of people. However Laub (1999) defined servant leadership as an 
understanding and practice of leadership that places the good of those led over the self-interest of the leader. Servant 
leaders also have been described as having an ability to invoke organizational wisdom, fold experience and knowledge 
into decision-making to make pro-social choices and also possessing many of the characteristics of transformational 
leaders but moving beyond those behaviors by aligning motives and values with followers (Barbuto and Gifford, 
2010).  Barbuto and Wheeler (2006) clarified the servant leadership construct with a comprehensive critique of the 
literature and developed a measure for a revised construct and identified five dimensions of servant leadership: 
altruistic calling, emotional healing, wisdom, persuasive mapping, and organizational stewardship. 
Altruistic Calling: Bass (2000) suggested that one of the key differences between transformational leaders and 
servant leaders was the intent of the leader. Servant leaders are likely to exhibit more altruistic motives. Greenleaf’s 
(1970) original conception of servant leaders argued that a conscious choice is made to serve others, which was 
contrary to the notion that leaders pursue such positions with the intention of leading others. Barbuto and Wheeler 
(2006) operationally defined altruistic calling as having both desire and willingness to put aside self-interest in order 
to benefit followers. Emotional Healing: Primarily due to the tremendous influence of transformational leadership 
theory, meta-analysis by Yukl, Taber and Gordon (2002). Kotter (1990) stated, “leadership by contrast is about coping 
with change”.  
2.4. Subordinate Response   
SR is the behavior of subordinate that showing their leaders how they are affected from them. Subordinates percept 
fairly trust about their leaders during interpersonal enactments of formal procedures. It also includes interpersonal 
justice in terms of interpersonal treatment. Perceived interactional justice reflects subordinates’ feelings of whether 
their superiors treat them with truthfulness, justification, respect, and propriety. Subordinate response has three strict 
dimension provided by Farh and Cheng (2000), identification and imitation, compliance without dissent and gratitude 
and repayment. Identification and Imitation: Identification and imitation refers to respecting and identifying with the 
supervisor’s behaviors and values, and being willing to imitate them. Seven items were used, and the Compliance 
without dissent is concerned with whether or not subordinates obey and follow the supervisor’s command completely. 
Gratitude and repayment is concerned with whether or not the subordinate is influenced by the supervisor’s 
benevolence and is willing to strive to repay it, even if it requires self-sacrifice.  
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2.5. Reflection of Traditional National Culture on The Leadership 
The culture in any organization is influenced by TNC. Thus, national cultural values will be mirror to the 
leadership style. The people who follow the leader show behavior under the national cultural habit and interaction 
leadership style in terms of relation. Considering that the interaction with the culture of the organization  on leadership 
behaviors, culture is one of the important factor  about the leadership behavior.  (leaders use the values of the society 
that they are a part of) Shane (1992) makes an important observation about this phenomenon. Each people and leader 
represents a different social culture (Elenkov, et al, 2005). In traditional Chinese societies, rights were unequal 
between superiors and subordinates, and superiors demanded compliance, respect, and trust in authority from 
subordinates. They accept the traditional values that help them adapt to modern life, but discard traditional values that 
are unsuitable. 
Cheng and Farh’s (2001) research shows the points to a similar conclusion. They surveyed employees of 
Taiwanese and Chinese business organizations and found that despite relatively lower scores in authoritarianism, 
employees both in Taiwan and China had high scores in granting favors and face, instrumental relationships, and 
familism. (Cheng et al, 2004). Social culture is an important step in understanding its importance for leadership 
behaviors and innovation, organizational commitment processes. They focus on socio-cultural clusters that transcend 
national boundaries to better capture the role of socio-cultural similarities and differences (Ronen and Shenkar, 1985; 
Schneider and Barsoux, 2003). 
2.6. Organizational Commitment  
One important characteristic of the social live is to move together and behave in team effort. To accomplish this 
there is a need for leadership.  Leaders need to know societies cultural value better than others. This feature affects 
organizational commitment. In general, OC is considered as a useful measure of organizational effectiveness (Steers, 
1975). In particular, “organizational commitment is a multidimensional construct that has the potential to predict 
organizational outcomes such as performance, turnover, absenteeism, tenure, and organizational goals (Meyer and 
Allen, 1997). Loui (1995). OC focuses on employees’ commitment in the organization. In explaining the significance 
of OC, Meyer and Allen (1997) refer to Morrow and McElroy's (1993) statement that organizational commitment is 
the most maturely developed of all the work commitment constructs. As part of their research, Meyer and Allen 
(1990;1991;1997) developed a framework that was designed to measure three different types of organizational 
commitment: (a) Affective commitment refers to employees’ emotional attachment, identification with, and 
involvement in the organization. Employees with a strong affective commitment stay with the organization because 
they want to  do employee might feel both a strong attachment to an organization and a sense of obligation to remain. 
(b) Continuance commitment refers to employees’ assessment of whether the costs of leaving the organization are 
greater than the costs of staying. Employees who perceive that the costs of leaving the organization are greater than 
the costs of staying because they need to and a second employee might enjoy working for the organization but also 
recognize that leaving would be very difficult from an economic standpoint. (c) Normative commitment refers to 
employees’ feelings of obligation to the organization. Employees with high levels of normative commitment stay with 
the organization because they feel they ought to and fnally, a third employee might experience a considerable degree 
ofdesire, need, and obligation to remain with the current employe. 
3. Analysis and Methodology 
3.1. Sample and Data Collection 
This study will seek to explore the ongoing discussion on servant and paternalistic leadership that affect dimension 
of TNC, OC and SR. Therefore the aim of this study is to examine how the level of relations among the paternalistic 
and servant leadership styles over the TNC, OC and SR. Data was collected by convenience sampling that were 
educated the master degree  from the five Universities and at the some time working in  a business. Questionnaires 
distributed and collected within four weeks.  Respondents’ confidentiality were ensured to be kept strictly and were 
encouraged to complete the questionnaire sincerely and voluntarily and enough time was allocated to complete the 
survey. In this study 500 questionnaires were distributed to the responded and 271 questionnaires were returned. 
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Response rate is 54 % . The study was conducted with 271 employees from different sectors including service, public, 
trade, industry and agriculture sectors. Results of the study were analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences (SPSS 17.0).  About 46,9 % of the respondents were male and 53.1% were female. About 45,4% of the 
participants were from service sector, 36,2% from public sector, 7% from trade, 6,3% from industry and 5,2 from 
agriculture sector. About  21,0% of the respondents were  between ages 20-25,  30,6% were between 26-30, 19,6% 
were between 31-35, 13,3% were between 36-40 and rest (15,5%) were at age 41 and older. Tenure of the participants 
was 6-10 years for 64,2%, 1-5 years for  33,6 %, 11-15 years for 1,5% and more than 16 years for 0,8%. 67,2% of the 
participants had a master degree and 25,5% of them were university graduates. 5,2%had a doctoral degree and 1,5% 
had high school degree. 0.7 of them graduated from vocational schools.  
3.2. Methodology 
Paternalistic leadership was measured using the PL Scale, developed by Cheng and his colleagues. The theoretical 
basis of paternalistic leadership began a comparison of research by Silin (1976), Redding (1990), and Westwood 
(1992) shows that the views and arguments of the three authors are not very contrary. However, the model of 
paternalistic headship introduced by Westwood is more complete and includes deeper and more extensive discussion, 
making it the primary basis for research throughout the following 5 years (King-Ching Hsieh, 2002, 2003a, 2003b, 
2004). The scale was taken from Cheng et al. (2004). PL has three distinct dimensions named authoritarian leadership, 
benevolent leadership and moral leadership. However Cheng improved a number of scales for paternalistic leadership. 
We also revised this sub-scales each of contains five items.  The scale consisted of 15 items and a five point Likert 
scale ranging from ‘‘strongly disagree’’ (1) to ‘‘strongly agree’’ (5) was used. Servant leadership was measured using 
the SL Questionnaire (SLQ).  This survey instrument designed by Barbuto and Wheeler (2006)  first creating a 
testable definition of SL ; then developing subscale items to measure 11 potential dimensions of servant leadership 
such as: calling, listening, empathy, healing, awareness, persuasion, conceptualization, foresight, stewardship, growth, 
and community building. Servant leadership has five distinct dimensions named a altruistic calling, emotional healing, 
persuasive mapping, wisdom, and organizational stewardship (Trivers, 2009).The SL Questionnaire is a 20 question 
item and a five point Likert scale ranging from ‘‘strongly disagree’’ (1) to ‘‘strongly agree’’ (5) was used.  
Subordinate response scale was developed by Cheng (2004) and we modified Cheng’s (1995b) and Cheng et al.’s 
(1999) SR items. This scale obtains three types of SR (Cheng et al,2004). Subordinate response scale (SRS) has three 
strict dimension provided by Farh and Cheng (2000), identification and imitation, compliance without dissent and 
gratitude and repayment.  SR scales revised by Cheng (2004). All the items in these scales were based on five points, 
in Likert scales. The moderating variable was authority orientation, which was adopted from the respect authority 
subscale of the traditionality sca (Cheng, 2004). The subordinate response questionnaire is 16 item and a five-point 
Likert scale. Traditional national cultural authority orientation was adopted from the respect authority sub scale of the 
traditionality scale (Yang et al,1989) and Cheng at al. (2004) revised and used his research. Scale includes 11 items. 
We also revised 10 item as a perception of national cultural authority orientation and behaviral of national cultural 
authority orientation. The questionnaire is 16 item and a five-point Likert scale. Organizational Commitment 
Questionnaire (OCQ) was considered as a measure of OC and constructed to measure employees’ satisfaction and 
level of involvement in the organization by Porter, Steers, Mowday, and Boulian (1974). An examination of the 
psychometric properties of the OCQ by Mowday, Steers and Porter (1979) revealed internal consistency among the 
items, test-retest reliability, and evidence for the predictive validity of the instrument. Later, Meyer, Allen, and Smith 
(1993) revised the normative commitment scale to clarify the distinction between affective commitment and normative 
commitment. While the earlier versions (Meyer & Allen, 1984, 1991; Allen and Meyer, 1990) of the OCQ contained 
24 items (8 items for each scale), the later version by Meyer, Allen and Smith (1993) and Meyer and Allen (1997) 
only contained 18 items (6 items for each scale). Finally, Meyer et al. (in press) performed a meta-analysis of studies 
using both the 6-item and 8-item OCQ. Responses to each of the 8 items are rated using a 5-point Likert scale with 
anchors labeled: 1= strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree. 
3.3. Reliability Analysis    
Confidence tests is to be executed since confidence is assessing study’s coherency and efficiency. The most 
common used confidence tests are “Cronbach’s Alpha”, “Split Test Method”, “Parallel” and “Absolute Precision 
Parallel (Strict). Internal reliability was measured by using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient resulting in 97%, split 
resulting in %96,0, Parallel resulting in 97,9%, Srict resulting in 97,7. Having Cronbach’s Alpha value bigger than 
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60% is an indicator of scale and survey’s success. Some researchers accept Cronbach’s Alpha value bigger than %75 
while some others accept it is bigger than 70%. These results present the survey has internal consistency and 
arguments are dependable. Furthermore; Split, Parallel and Strict tests’ results are also acceptable values in each 
confidence interval. Sample results are consistent and reliable.  
                             Table:1.Confidence Test Results of the Survey 
Criterion Confidence Test Results 
Cronbach’s Alpha 0.979 
Split Test 0.960.  0.966 
Parallel 0.979 
Strict 0.977 
3.4. Relation Analysis 
The One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test procedure compares the observed cumulative distribution function for 
a variable with a specified theoretical distribution, which may be normal, uniform, Poisson, or exponential.Many 
parametric tests require normally distributed variables. The one-sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov test can be used to test 
that a variable is normally distributed. In this study explatory factor analysis applied and related factors were obtained 
using varimax rotation.  Kolmogorov-Smirnov normality test were made to the acquired factors. Factors derived from 
p> o.o5 indicating that the normality of data and than hypothesis H0 is accepted and also hypothesis H1 isn’t rejected. 
Thus Pearson's correlation coefficient was calculated that is used the normal distribution of the sample. One-Sample 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test Results is shown in table: 2. 
 Table 2: One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test Results 
  
Subordianate 
Response 
Traditioanal 
National Culture 
Organizations 
Commitment 
Paternalistic 
Leadership 
Servant 
Leadership 
N 271 271 271 271 271 
Most Extreme 
Differences 
Absolute 
.067 .053 .030 .050 .058 
  Positive .038 .034 .021 .043 .051 
  Negative -.067 -.053 -.030 -.050 -.058 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z 1.102 .865 .487 .831 .951 
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .176 .443 .972 .495 .326 
 
    3.5. The Findings 
 
The data obtained by this study is shown parametric dispersion of features. Parametric pearson correlation analysis 
which is more suitable for relation analysis was utilized to this study. In table 3: shows relational analysis result. 
According to result there is linear relation among all the factors which influence each other. We interpret the results as 
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follows: Subordinate response (SR) his or her to the managers or leaders reflects three perception about identification 
of their leaders or they imitate, obedience without opposition their leaders and carry a sense of gratitude and 
repayment. When the (SR) positively increase one unit,  the (TNC)  increases by 53%, organizational commitment 
(OC) increases by   70,9%,  servant leadership (SL)  style also increase by 71,7%, paternalistic leadership (PL) style 
increases by 63.9%. There is a positeve and quite strong and intensive relations between the subordinate response and 
all these factors.There is also quite strong relations between the subordinate response and paternalistic leadership.  
Responded perceptions shows strong relations for servant leadership than paternalistic leadership. At the same time it 
is seen that there are strong relations between the SR and OC. 
When TNC reflection over the leadership increase one unit, (OC) increases by 59,9 %, the SL style also increase by 
33%, the (PL) style increases by 32.7% and subordinate response increases by 53%. There is a positeve and quite 
strong relations between the traditional national cultural reflection on the leadership and subordinate response and 
organization commitment. There are also quite weak relations between traditional national cultural reflection on the 
leadership style the subordinate response and paternalistic leadership. We can evaluate this results traditional national 
cultural don’t effects leadership style very well. There is weak relation between the traditional national cultural 
reflection and the two kind of leadership style (servant and paternalistic) according to subordinate response and 
organization commitment. Traditional national culture doesn’t influence both of SL and PL style very well. 
                Table: 3.Pearson Correlation Analysis of The Relationship Results 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
When (OC)  increase one units,  the (SR) increases by 70,9%, the (TNC) reflection on the leadership  increase by 
59,9%, the(SL) increase by 56,7%, and  (PL)  style increases by %58.8. There is a positeve and quite strong and 
intensive relations between the (OC) and (TNC). We can say that traditional national culture affect organizational 
commitment on the leadership. PL style is less preferred than SL style. There is also strong relation between (OC) and 
the (PL), (SL) and the (TNC). The strongest relation is between organizational commiments and subordinate 
 
 Correlations 
1 .530 ** .709 ** .717 ** .639 ** 
. .000 .000 .000 .000 
270 270 269 270 270 
.530 ** 1 .599 ** .330 ** .327 ** 
.000 . .000 .000 .000 
270 271 270 271 271 
.709 ** .599 ** 1 .576 ** .588 ** 
.000 .000 . .000 .000 
269 270 270 270 270 
.717 ** .330 ** .576 ** 1 .731 ** 
.000 .000 .000 . .000 
270 271 270 271 271 
.639 ** .327 ** .588 ** .731 ** 1 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .
270 271 270 271 271 
P earson C orrelation 
S ig. (2-tailed) 
N 
P earson C orrelation 
S ig. (2-tailed) 
N 
P earson C orrelation 
S ig. (2-tailed) 
N 
P earson C orrelation 
S ig. (2-tailed) 
N 
P earson C orrelation 
S ig. (2-tailed) 
N 
 SR 
 TNC  
 O C  
 S L 
 P L 
S R  TNC  O C  S L P L 
  C orrelation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). **. 
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responses. When the (SL) style increase one unit the (TNC) reflection on the leadership increase by 33,3% the (OC)  
increases by   57,6%, the (SR)  increases by 71.7%  and the (PL) style increases by 73.1%. SL is associated with PL , 
both two kind of leaderhip close to each other and relation is very intensive. This means both of leadership style 
percept the more or less similarly  by the responded. There is a positeve and quite weak relations between the (TNC) 
and servant leadership. There is also good relation between the (SL) and (OC). There is also very strong relation 
between servant leadership and paternalistic leadership. 
When (PL) style of relations increases one unit the (SR) increases by 63,9%, the (OC) increases by 58,8%,  the 
(TNC) reflection on the leadership increase by 32,7%,  and  (SL) style increase by 73.1%. There is quite strong 
relationship between the paternalistic leadership and the OC and SR. The strongest relationship is between the 
paternalistic leadership style and the servant leadership style. According to the responders there is no difference 
between the PL and SL. Leadership is equal PL and SL. There is a positeve and weak relations between (PL), style 
and the (TNC) reflection on the leadership. The weakest relationship is between the paternalistic leadership style the 
traditional national culture. These are very interesting findings. Because there is strong relationship between the PL 
and TNC. National culture reflect over the PL 
 
Conclusion  
This study sought to explore the ongoing discussion on servant and paternalistic leadership that affect relations 
between the TNC, OC and SR. According to these results, there are positive relations all among factors that affect 
each other. When we can rank these relations in it self from the strongest to the weakest relations levels.  The strong 
correlation factors can be grouped as follows: In term of this study, there are the strongest relations between the SR 
and SL; between the traditional national cultural reflection on the leadership and organizational commitment; between 
the organizational commitment and the subordinate response; between the servant leadership style and the paternalistic 
leadership style. On the otherhand the factors showing relatively weak correlation can be grouped as follows: There 
are the weakest relations between the traditionsl national culture and paternalistic leadership, servant leadership and 
subordinate response; between the servant leadership and the organizatioanal commitment. These results assessing as 
belows: 
1.In term of this study, one of the strongest relation is between the SR and the SL. We assess SL style reflect behavior 
altruistic calling, emotional healing, wisdom, persuasive mapping, and organizational stewardship to their subordinate 
and subordinates also may be willing to imitate their leaders, the compliance without dissent, gratitude and repayment. 
SL perceptions by the subordinate both relational and task-oriented behaviors of leaders or managers are increase 
when SR increase positively. SL promotes the valuing and development of people, the practice of authenticity, the 
providing of leadership for the good of those led and the sharing of power and status for the common good of each 
individual. Subordinate shows positive relational response for servant leader’s behaviors. 
2. The another strongest relationship is between the TNC reflection on the leadership and the (OC). These strongest 
relations may be result TNC of outstanding features of cultural values are high power range, authority kept on top of 
the organizations and centralized decision-making and cultural values are favor humane helpful, friendly, tolerant an 
affectionate. Perception of these features by the subordinate positively change the relation of OC levels. We can say 
that Turkish leaders are influenced by national cultural and OC also is influenced by leaders and natioanal culture.The 
other side of TNC includes protective authority with leading features, leaders who can control and at the same time 
there is a serious discipline leads to the expectation. In this case we can say that TNC creating a sense of belonging 
that influence the organizational commitment. When one of these factor change positively the other factor also change 
positively too.   
3. The other result of strongest relationship is between OC and SR. The value of affective and normative commitment 
of OC is an emotional feeling that reflects subordinate respecting and identifying with the supervisor’s behaviors and 
values and the supervisor’s benevolence and is willing to strive to repay. There is emotional perception between the 
OC and SR and employees are most satisfied when they perceive their supervisors as exhibiting both relational and 
task-oriented behaviors. 
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4. The other result of strongest relationship is between SL and PL. Servant leaders bring a service-oriented approach to 
leadership that is manifested by enabling followers to grow and develop. We can evaluate both of these type of 
leadership is similiar to from the point of responded views. According to responded perceptions there isn’t any 
difference bettween these two kinds of leadership styles. These two kinds of leadership styles influence each other at 
the same level of relational power. Servant and paternalistic leadership styles influence the subordinate’s perception 
about management practice at the same.  
5. On the otherhand, we evaluate the weakest relations between the TNC and SR, PL and SL. One of the interesting 
findings of the study is the relation of TNC and SR. This is a very interesting finding because there is strong 
relationship between the PL and TNC theoretically. In terms of employee response, TNC didn’t help to take a model 
that apply to or at least pretend that successful business leaders as a model. Therefore it can be said that the part of PL 
obedience without opposition and express gratitude are the weakest sense of cultural values.We evaluated that these 
relations isn’t more influenced by TNC values. Another interesting result is both paternalistic and as well as the style 
of servant leadership with TNC didn’t affect no more each other. Although there is a positive correlation between 
them it didn’t reflect TNC very well as in eastern culture. It can be said that TNC values and behavirol heritage is no 
position to make a difference of leadership perceptions and influence their behavior.  
We can say, the leaders shows both of PLand SL style to investigate their subordinates’ trust orientation, respect 
their personality and capability, and avoid unfavorable leadership behaviors to them. Second, in order to maintain 
leader employee relationships positively, based on their own relations instead of the actual interest. Third, the 
importance of characters entails the leaders to be righteous and unselfish to set an example of morality, which can 
induce subordinates’ identification and imitation. Lastly, the leaders who employ an integrated leadership style about 
the PL and SL. 
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